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Readttig teachers and learning disabilities teachers too oftet view'each 



. otTier with suspicion. Although much of this suspicion id**due to the realities 
of competition o^er funding^ and-access to students, a great dfeal of mistrust is 
a result of mutual ignorance about eachi other's fields. This bibliography is 
an .attempt to provide a list of r^ding^ for_both readirig specialists and^LD" 
specialists who wish to learn more about*, the ^oth'ej: discipline. Readings havei., 
been grouped into six major categories: overview of the c6nti;oversy ; labels 
and^serviQes; language; linguistics, and^ reading; cognition and reading; tools 

'■f,ov identifying learning or reading problems; and educational strategies. 

Each article has a general annotation, followed by two critical. annoj^ions. 
Tfie annotiations lharlced LD were written by Peg Sherry, a, learning disabilities . 
program support teacher. The RT annotations* were written by Dixie Lee Spiegel, 
a, reading spe;clalist«t The critical annotations were included for two reasons: 
1) To indicate the extent to Which a member 'of one discipline agrees or dis- 

-agrees with an ^autht^r repre^entitig tha other discipline,' and 2) to indicate to. 

• " • . - " ' ^ ' ^ ^ " ^ . 

what degree a specialist ' considers valid or representative the comments of an 

■ ' ■ .. . ... _ . 

author ^rom her. own field. Improved coimnunication between"*the two fields will 
come about onlj^ if specialists are ^amilia^ with tha theorie's and practices of . 
^ DOth fields. Furthermo::e, specialists need to.be aware of how practitioners 
'^-^^^ in th^ oti^er discipline react to the. theories and practices of their oxm field. 
' We hope that the^more teachers read about each othep's fieldjind commun>i<iate 
with each other, the better will be their understanding of the many points pf 
common interest. Concentrating on these common interests and pn the primary 
goal for both groups — fiel«jplng cTiildreri learn — shdulci help resolve many dt. 



the apparent diffifir^nces between learning disabilities teachers 
teacl>ers» 



3/ 



. -1- 



and reading 



♦ J ^ ^ 



Overview 

- / 

Brojwn, V. & Botel,Sl. Dyslexia: Definition or treatment? (ED 058 014) 1972. 



Brown and Botel review the literature^^Bout dyslexia published after 1955. 
They discuss problems in defining and- dia&nosing dyslexia and describe 

various treatment approaches. An annotated bibliography is included. l 

!(*••- . - - ' ■ 

^ LD: -This ftiorough review will help* LD teachers develop an " 

' ^' ' t ^ — ft 

. . understanding of the broad issues regarding reading 'disabilities . 

Of special interest is the section on assessment, which .differ- 
entiates between assessments that describe the reading sst;attis-of' 

. • ^ - i 

the learner and thos^ that evaluate the processes by "^rhich the 

child learns to read. Emphasis is given to the letter appr.gach.- / 

RT: The authors' warning that no one method is appropriate for . 
all disabled reader^ may cause teachers who are cer they have 
found -^the" answer to re-evaluafe ^their programs* ' ' ^ # 

Burnett, • R.W» ' Role of the reading teacher in learning disorders. In 

J, Hartstein (fid.)» Current concept8>in dyslexia' . ^St, Louis: C.V. Mosby 

Co., 1971.. ' ' .■ •■' r-> . > ' ' , 



Burnett, a reading teacher, gives an overview of the place of remedial 
reading "instruction iii the total educational process and outlines what a 
jreadlngvteacTier does to help a disabled, reader.* The author concludes with 

A • .■ ^ \ ' " " • ' ^. _ . 

a ,^^eminder that- children Idam differently and at different paces and that 



Xabelllng children should be discouraged 



.RT: The article Appears to be a representative statement of the . 
issues from the reading teacher viewpoint Biirneir accurately voices 
- the concern of m^ny reading specialists that learning disabilities 
^ teachers often involve the chiK in thei;apeutic strategies that have 
Xittl/e VBlevatlce to what it iS'i:he child is. expected to learn. In 
addition, Burnett ptfints out^ readSig teachers .of ten view the iD staff .- 
'as "outsiders" who have little experience in the real world. One es- 
petially valuable' insight offered is that reading and learning disa-'* 
•billties teachers often follow the saiae procedures but communication " 
between the two disciplines fails because the procedures- have 4^?- 
farent labels » - ' • 

LD: LD' teachers .will gain tremendous insight into reading, reading 
- ' ^ * . ' * ^ / 

. programs, readl^ng taacher«s, and the probljems surrounding the. cur rent . 

debate between LD and reading specialists. Burnett presents in a 

professional nianner the issues which must ,be addressed in order to 

serve the severely disabled 'reader. The ^article opens an/avenue for 

• better communication between the' two disciplines. / » . ^ 

* / , • - * ^ / 

Ffeshour,-F/w! DyBlexla: . A sure cure. Elementary English , 1974, 51^, 
864-8f65;; 893. . — . .J . * / 

* *" ■ * 

Freshour's sure cure is to' stop using the : term. He« suggests that 'energies 

are better" -spent /n determining children's specific strengths and-weak- 
nesse's rather' than. in labeling the children thranselve^. 



^ RT: , Using a delightful mildly sarcastic style, Frestiour points 
out the confusion resulting 'from the use ftf "dyslexife"" to' latel 

• a myriad o^^types of reading and/or learning disabilities :Xhis " 
article would provide a good introduction' to probiems in the field 
of reading disabilities, , • * , • ' . . 

LD:' AmenI This brief, succinct article may help clarify th^|j^n- ' 

fusion in termindlogy iij regard' to learning disabilitie's and , ' ^ 

severe reading disabilities, ' * '^^ ^ 

^ i ^ . ' ' ■ ^ ^ • " 

Keeney^" A,H. & Keeney, .V;T., (Ed.) Dyslexia; Diagnosis and treatment of 

* ^ -1 ' ' 

raadlng'disorders , St. Louis: C -V.^Mosby, . , 19^. -* . 

Thi/ book' is a collection of fourteen articles by specialists from educa- 
tion, medicine,^ and psychology. The- book deal s^ with 4 efinit ion, etiology, 

J 

characteristics, and managemeilt and treatment of dyslexia. 

. * ^ • f < ' , 

RT: Keeney and Keeney's book is intended to be used primarily -by , ' 

.Vpiedical practitianers. However most c^^the articles ' can be easily . 

^-^understood by educators with only limited knowledge .^f physiological 

terms. The authors in general present a conservative viewpoint' about. ' 

' — * ' • 

th6 problem of dyslexia and offer no magic cures. For the reading ' 

teacher^ the biDok is useful because it places various problems that 

are ofted correlated with reading disability — such as poor eye move- 

A ■ - 

menta> mixed dominance, and motor control — 'in the proper perspective. 
The'^ijuestion a6d answer chapters following each main section, of the 
text are especially valuable for tjie reader who may have found that 
his or, her ^specif ic questions were not answered lA the basic articles. 



^ LD; The explanations of mfedical terminology may help teachei^s ' 
to understaAd reports of- neurological examination. Although no 
remediation suggiBS|:ions are given, some valuable suggestions are 

S--^made in the final chapter about needed research. A lycid over- 
view is given o^ various classifications of dyslexia ; but the 
overview does' little to discriminate between learning disabilities 
>^nd dyslexia* 

Lernfer, J.W. Reading and learning disabilities. Elementary English , 

^ . — 

-1973, 50, 265-269, 

L.erner gives a short ""overview of the LD field and a review of several areas 
of concern in LD: .diagnostic-teacliing^ sensory-motor and perceptual-motor 
development, perception, memory, language, cognition, and maturational, 
psychological, and social factors. . . , ^ . 

RT: This brief aprticle can serve as a reminder' that reading is 
more than Jast dec6d;Lng and that many factors contribute to 'J!:he * \ 
, child's success iri reading, Lerner's incl^usion of sensory and 
*» perceptual-motor development as all area of coneerfi, ±n sp/te of ^ 
her own. •conclusion that research has not^ sut)parted the importance' 

' V/ . ' ^ .y 

of these skills to academic achievement, is indicative of the. 
reluctance that the speqial ed<icatioi)i field has to g.ivjji up 
^jlterest in this area. ^ ' ' • 



LD: , ThiSvarticle could assist LD and r^eading teachers who ^i;e 

/ ^ . . ^ 

ceticerned with overlap and duplication in tlielr^prof essional arenas. 
The author ^escribes from her perspective the'dif f erent areas of in- 
terest to each field and concludes that- the research in each field 
' should be beneficial to both, , 

Money, (Ed#).' The disabled reader , Baltimore; Johns Hopkins Press, 
1^66. . . " 

f 

The book is a collection of papers on topics ranging from the origin 'and 
correlates of- reading disability through specific techniques for remediation* 
Five case studies are also included* 

RT:" The choice of papers is excellent; a very wide range of opinion 
and emiJhasis is represented* This diveirsity in approach helps to ^ * 
* underscore^ that no single cause exists ior relding disability, that 
no, single type of .reading disability exists, ^and logically, no single 
"cure" is likely to^be found* • * 

LD: Jhe averagg, Ll) teacher may be overwhelmed by the broad range of 
topics. However specific papers critiquing techniques and^^iving 
options ar^ v6ry Tielpf ul. The case studies with listing of assess- 
me^t tools are useful* 

Sartain, Larsen, S.C., .and Stick^S* Who shall teach the LD child? 

Journal of Learning Disabilities ^ 1976, 9^, 488-^ ^* (Symposium) , 

In this series ht articles, , representatives fr^^hree disciplines pre- * 

sent theit 'perceptions of .the role of the reading speclalistli the 

Ifeartxing 4isabiiities teacher, and the speech pathologist;^da^the educa--'^ 
» » 

t ion. of the learn:trig disabled child* 



^T: Sartain tends to "be too specif ic. when he degpcribes the 
procedures and techniques used by a reading specialist ♦ Many ' 
good reading teachers do use these techniques, bu-t other approaches 
are equally valid and successful* Sartaiti also appears to T^vor a • 
very restricted defiQition of a learning disability^ In ^general, 
however'^ the article gives a clear jJresejifation ftf the issues and 
of the services usiially available 6utside of special education to'^ 
children with reading .problems. ^ . ' ^ , 

As Larsen describes the academic approach to Identification and* 

remediation, no" differences emerge between what a good remedial 

r^eading teacher does and the Tprocedur of the' learning disabilities 

teacher, Larsen appears l:o ^assume that cHildren witl^ severe 

academic di'feabilities will be seen by the iD teacher, and those 

with only "mild under achievement" will be' taught by the Wading- 

specialist. However Larsen offers little rationale foi; or proof' 

ofi^his division of psponsibilities. His final* suggestion — 

that children be helped 'by profes^/naLs who have been chosen ^n^ 

•the basis of thel^ particular competencies and not because of their 

labels is helpful, but this solution' assumes that reading, L^ - 

. ahd speecfi. professionals are all available within ^he school • Too 

often an either/or decision has been made ^when hiring personnel,. - ■ 

* « 
* Stick has a rather narrow' view of 'the role .of the. classroom teacher. 

9 

" I ^ 

In addition hfe* places too ^much^emphasis on 'the importance* of language 

in reading.- Stick does .express well many of the asgegts o£ tjie re- 

lationship' between reading and language but he ignores th^ unique 

* ' ft *' ' 

problems that are inherent in reading because it is written language. 



He also seems uyware that many reading teachers are well vers& 
jLn language development and psycholingutstics • " * 

'LD:-'. These articled *&re most useful when re^ad together. They arfe [ . 

of particular interest to LD teachers wl^ are s.ee^lng to ,def in'e the 
• I % * ' * 

parameters of responsibility. The- issues are fairly well jLdentif ied 
and needed re(poiranendations ar^^e'made far cooperative efforts, ^mutual 
respect, professional self -evaluation, and a reappraisal 'of ' skills, 

/ ■ ■ ' ' 

needed to instruct the LD students. The articles should .promj)t LD , 
teachers to question what their own competencies are in relation to , 
those of other available professionals. 

Symijosixim No. II \ Remedial reading and learning disabilities: Sre , _ 

\ . • * ■ 

they the^am^ or different? ' Journal of Special Education , 1975^ 
117-181, , , • , ^ ' V 

This symposium series focuses on ^Important issues .that ^apparently d.ivide^^" 
th6 fielks qf learning disabilities and remedial reading. Vat seriM has 

■"i ■ . * - / ' 

a lead article, by Lerner, sevien reaction artitjes by 'specialist:s in iD,; 
readlfig»^ and Wher field's, and a rebuttal by Lerner.^ 

RT: Lerner, who is , introduced as' having a background in both *- 
remedial residing and LD^ has a very llaiited concept of what^r^adla^ 

is and what \ reading teacher does. She has chosen a very restrlctiV:.e 

.3 



^*=>program a skills management program — to exeutpllfy reading in- -"l 
struction. In addition,' "her assertion that teachers of^teading » - 



perceive reading growth, as a series of precise and necessary develop^ 
mental stages "is unwarranted and shows little contact with, pr act iti&iverf ^ 
or current reading programs • ^ . , . y ^ 



LD: , The article is-^estrdctive In its^verview 'the 'co^icerns^ : 
of - Wh reading arfd ilirLp'field. . - ' " 

RT: .Kirk tkkes Lelrnervto task ^or presenting a simplistic view ' 
of both fields. Kirk herself has^a broader view of reading. In" 
adifitibn she makes the"" important point, that there are many hix^s 
^f rei^ding problems .and that many of these problems have extrinsic 
causes and are not" due ,to a Learning disability .by anyone's defi- 



nibion> \ • \. ■ ? 

' - \ . . • ■■ 

LD: Wrk highlights, some of the different emphases in eacli\fl<^j 
focusing on'£ei*minology that appears to* cause misunderstanding. 

RT: As did Kirk, Li^t emphasizes that not all* reading .problems are 
• leai^^ing disabilities. She 'also^crlticizes Lerner's implicit 
assumption that basic* agreement ,e>ists within each field. 

^€d:/ List's model of overlap between the two fields helps put this 
confusing issue in better perspective.* Her emphasis on thfe lack of 
agreement within'^each field is £hought -provoking. Her review of tl! 
research is good ' - - * ; 

RT:' For the teacher of reading *who may be uhfamiliar with the LD * 
, fields Newcomer^s article is an important supplement to^erner^s. * 
. Newcomer stresses that man^ of the theories in the LD field ar^ tln- 
proven. -"^hfir'^rocess model in^particular is- attacked for not having 
shown a relatipnshlp to reading or ot^ier areas of academic acliiWe- 
ment. Newcomer points otjt the lack of vaj-idity and reliability .in- 
most instruments used by LD-'teachers to diagnose preplse. agrees 6f\ 
deficit^ * 11 ' ' * ' ' 



LD: Newcomer's well docum^t^, article givds her view 



of th^ B^jor 



weaknesses x^thii the LDfiBld. Her^ffi^l/c'oriQlusions ttat "there is' ^ 



9 <• 

no'shfirtage of children with 'reading problems" and that 



specialists 



from both, disciplines might be employed to servjef. then^gre well taken. 

RT: -Senf criticizes Lerner.far her' emphasis only on t\.e differences 
J>€iw^en the two fi^ds. rather than o^ tlie areas of ^ both agreement 
\and disagreement. He also suggests other practical cmestioris that 
Bright be of interest to 'the rjeading teacher who must compete ^th 

■1 ■ • 

* the LD tekcher for both students and funding, ^ ' 

; ' ■ ^ ' ".' \ W • ' ' *^ . 

LD: .Senf's emphasis on- the separate training programs, admi^istra- ♦ 
tive procedures, and professional organizations, an^ on pot-ential 
competition for funding and* students is of jenormous importfiince, to the 
LD teacher. Consideration of these points sh6uld promote' self-evalua- 
tion of rareer and personal objective^., , . f , - 

■ 

RT: Jakupcak suggests three areas of ' inquiry that might unite 'the 
two fields within a broader framework, .the reading oteacher should 
consider carefully Ja^cupcak's'* suggestion of ^sing a* specific behavioral 

description of how- an individual child performs a reading task rathet 

$ - 

than a checklist of-Xabels and esoteric terms. ' . 

LD: Jakupcak-' s attempt to sdek broader' areas of unification* between 
the two fields should appeal to the LD teacher whose primary concern 
lies ^th the student 's ^academic progress and successes rather than 
with underlying processes. . \ ^ . \ ' 



RT: ' Adams attacks Ine class'if icatiqn kpproach to ^fealitlg with* 
children vfit^ ^^ding' problems or not helpdxig the'Jteacher * decide , 



what olf liow^'t^o .teacfh.r ;She suggests that -Pfaget'ian Uteoxy. may 'pro- 
:yid^ a more' *rel^%rit model for;xeading d eveippment However > Adams*'" ^ 
descriptioii of the role of-;Pi^getian theory in reading is^^indou^letfe 
and'l|S:ks specific suggestions for the teacher ^pf reading/ \ '"^ 



LD; \^d,^mfe* descrlpti-on of cognitive development >tid its relationship 
• to learning^to -read may pro v.ide -information fdt the ^.D teacher not yet 
familiar with'^these coftcepts'/ However the article is. overly general . 
•and presents:^ simplijstic ^iew of the r^atipnship between cognitive 
development land /read ipg, • There is little ipfprma/tion .to-shpw how^i:h6s 

r " . , ^ , , ^ - ^ \ • V ' " * ' i- 

concepts relate tp the.'LD child. ^S'^^^ ^ - ' ^ . 



V 



RT; Kline criticizea Lerner/s unbalanced treatment of the two fields 
and her/high-handed technique of assigning, 'spokespersons for LD and ^ 
teadingf -Kline , suggests the real problems may be economically and ♦ 
politically based/ — , "tetritoryj tenure, and training/' v 



y):. j|kne^s " very- broad scope ip, dealing with, the-^readiugl^tD issue 
^ provided the LD teacjiei? with more **fuel** to^ examining ^ov^4^^pr .v^ 
lier instructional techtii<iues relate to the individual learner*" Kline' 
statement that , "the' field, of reading s^siines the /entire field of 
' learning 'dis^biltie^^s open to 'questf!|)tir 

RT; Lerner^rrespbnse suJumariaes many of the- respondents' criticisias^ 
'and' defends her emphasis on the disparities between the two fields. ^ 
She' often fails to respond to th.e- major issues xglsed. ^ 



LD: Lerne^S filial response^ does little more than stimmarizB,, She* . 

; 



• • of f ^FfeW* new argument's in defense of her position, - The sympositim 
. series itself is an excellent compdsite of the issues,^ and while it 
* ddeVnot pro^de answers, it structures and redfefines those issues, 

Swarthoiit, and Swarthout, V. Whales to see thct New York: Doubleday^ 



1975; 



The authors tell the, story o¥ a field trip by > class of neurologically 
Impaired children to see whales migrating^. , - 



:'• This sensitive- book woul^ be an ^cellent introduction to the ^ 



LD*fdeld for l^oth te^chera, and, intermediate level children*. The 
emphasis 6n medication *f or the LD child .was a bit strong, however. 

, , LD: ^ The book' is cettain^to appeal to parents as well fis to inter-* 
mediate level childten. It has a good Kuman. relations focus and Is 
^ a, gentle and ^sympathetic presentation of the problems that^ neuralogl^cally 
impaired children have ,in coping with daily social pressures. The . 
teacher's attempts to\deal with behavior tfhroiigh love and under standingT 
are interesting in, light of the behavioral emphasis in ^many LD programs. 
Unfottunately, there was too. mucTi unquestigning acceptance of the,bene- 
fits of medication. 



, Labels, and Services ' i' ' " . * .. ' 

Artley, A,S« ^nd. Hardin, V.,B, A current dilemma; Reading jllsab41i^fcy,^ 

' ' ^ • * ' ' - ; * • s _ 

or .teaming di^bility-? The Reading Teacher ,- 1976, ' 29', 3617366, 

' ' - • * . * ^ ^ ~z - __ t 

k ' ■ ■ ' ^- 

'Art-ley and HarSxh preview the .History of the controversy over reading • 
^4^3<^'^.^i^g dls^ilities, briefly discuss' ciirrent points of * disagreement; 
or confusion, and aake some suggestions for resolving the dilemma,^ ^ 



0 



RT: The autl\Qrs make the excellent suggestion that , broader. 

training ip learning theory, diagnostic techniques, and remedial c 

* * h > • . 

practices is n^essary for specialists In both fields. Toqwoften 
reading .teachers receive a minimum' of 'ftheoretical ba^ground and - 
learning disabitties. teachers ^receive too little tra-ining in applyl^ng 
theory to the actual education of ^tlje child. 



LD: Thfe authors ^'sely suggest th^root^ groups need to g^-ve up 
categoi^ical labels and vested interests in order to diagnose and 
treat students based on educational- needs, '-The authors' stress on 
the "in-child" "deficit is in agreement with their. Interpretation of 
the 1968 ^latiopal Advisory Committee's reponmiended definition, of LD, 
However, readers should be aware that that definition undergoing 
change. , " . ^ * J ^- ' ' 



Hartman7 Vf.t;. and Hartman, R*K. Perceptual handicap or reading disabili-ty? 
The Reading i^eacher , 1973, 26, 684-95.'- \ ' 

^ . • V \ ' " . • . . * i\' 

The authors discuss from a reading* teacher *s viewpoint the difference^ 
in diagnostic and remediation t-echniques used by reading t^a^ers»and LD 



teflchers. They conclude that a .false^dlchdtomy^has Se'en creat.edj,by, 
; -differing terminology, diagnostic. toplS, and tt^lning^ and that d^ndeed 

"iffost specialists are probably Idijil^ing'' at ^the>. same, reading problem^ 
• from different vantage points 



LD:. This article is a somewhat cursory, 'over-glmplificatdon of a - 

complex issue, .The article may be^of benefir to LD teachers' who, 

* ><■ _ ^ » « . _ , 

are unaware of how the LD field is sometimes perceived by o|:her ' 

^ ^ ' . " 

speciatlists. * : • v 

RT: The rfeview of pfocedu?fes ugjed by both LD and reading teachers • 

' leads, this^^^ader to conclude Chat: alth<3ligh there may be little or 

' . • ' • . - ^ - ^ ' ' " 

no difference lu ^^type of child seen by specialists of the two \ ^ 

* * * • * — ^. * » 

' -J ' 

fields, a gre^t dichotomy does exist between -the- theories ^nd practices 
of the two fields'. The exteij6ive bibliography should be of interest 

'■ '0 ' - . 

to reading teachers who want to ^become familiar with research into 

* • , ' '* * 

process training, *1 ^ \ . . . ^ 

r ' . 'r - ' 

Kliiie,, L.W. Label not the learner. ^ The^ Reading Teacher , \i973, '26,, 452-3 

In' this editorial Kline warns'^.against simplistic labelllngi Labelling ~ 

* / * ' 5 ' ' ' ' \ 

in itself doesn't help solve, the problem. In addition, labels are harmftil 

sause they usually become permanent, dnd of ten, exclude chil\^ren^^in ne^ 

it help who don't precisely fit a specific,* narrow label. 

RT: Kline mates the excellent, poiiit th^t otir preaent 'state ^f 
kn^ledge does, not permit '»ufi to tag edch cliild'^th a specific 
label. Hia warning of the dangers of cal^egorizing children v^th, 
several learning' problem^ under a single label should be noCeci. ^ 



U' Kline pleads for defining" labels for construct ive\ purpo 
He' also identifies funding requirements as a primary so|jrce 
, t?ne misuse of-^lab^s»- - ^ ^ ^ ^ 



Lane, P. L'et's deai from a straight deck, , Journal' of Leamine"DisaT?ilities 



19i76, 9 8-10. ' . ■ ' 

Editor Lane attacks the- 1*976 IRA resolution on learning ♦disabil Lties.# 
Both the resolution it^self and Lane*s reaction ^to it are presen!^ed# 



V 



RT: Mucl^ of Laine s negative response to tl^imresplution must seem 
warranted tB" one 'in l:he LF field. As ^ result of .cM^omise and 



perhaps as a^^ result of the very^orces Lane ^^uspects> the resolu^ilon * 
appear to tje an attack on the LD discipline,^ HQwever^ Lane ^alls 
to recognize many of the real j^sues expressed in the resolution, \ 
^ Funding is being provided for.kiamy programs that do not have empirical 
^ support for their claims; chil^^ a?ire being, tflisclassif led so thatj \ 



* ;t"hey wli§. receive help^from someone because no-o^her- ptograms are \ \ 

rT availablei__LD teachers are giving r,e4|W.ng^ instruct ioa- without any . 

' training in reading. The r^esolution^s call for training in both \ 

. ' ' ' * 

ar.e^s is a positive ^tep toward healing the rif r between the two \ ♦ 



disciplines* 



\ 



LD: This is .an extremely important ^ art itrle,; TM^riticalfaspecj: of-' , . 
both the resolutioh and the article lies in the emotional tone of both \ 
and in the apparent breakdown' of rational communication between the 
'-two professions, * * * ' »• / 



III. Ls^n^uage, tingiiistiq^, and Reading * 



Emans, R. Linguistic/s and phonics. The Reading 



477r482s 



.Emans reviews misconceptions about phonics and itb relation^ to 
linguistics. Emansj emphasizes tlte need, for systematic Beg ^.nning 

that linguistic 



eacher, 1973, ^S, 



reading instructibnl with teachers understanding 



theories. "muist be" iifodif ied by theor^s from Other disciplines and"', 
'by» . .effective pfactlce^^ih thi?^classrbc5in.V^v 



.LD: The^^rticle 



beginning iJeading 



;oes on in the 





overview of linguistic applications to 
mayVhelp to broaden understanding af whaL 
act of read^g.' Many biases held- by teachers i 



r«arding reading instruction could be *disj|pelled 



ns' cautions regarding\ the Implications of linguistics 

, ■ ' ■ \- , ' - ' 

for reading instruction afre especially important because of the , 

\ '^^^ * ' ^ 

current trend in uSing the linguistic label on all reading'^ 

materials A ^is anal^^sis may leij^ teachers to view stlch materials' 

more critically and to-^void beiig seduced by the magic word, — 

linguistics/! ■ ' ' '* I ^ ' \ 



Fagan, W«Tif, Transformations and comprehension. The 'Reading Teacher* , . 1973^,- 
25, 169«-I^2.. 



erJc: . 
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\ 



Fagan •reports the results" of a^study -tt^at in^i'estigated the effects onu 

» ' ' \ - ' 

\ r ^ * ' . 

comprehension of nuinber and types of transformations in vrritten p&ssaTgep, / 
The findings* indicated that certain kinds of transf^mations are associated 
with problems .in comprehension, that -the number T)f transformations within a^ 
sentence does not seem to be impor^tant, and\that ♦the compreh^sion of indi-' 

' • . \ . f:"'- . \ " 

vidual sentences was more affected by tranfiformat ion's than was' the cbmpi*e- 



hension gf the whole passage. Implications, ^or instruction were included- 



\ 



\ 



RT: Fagan jnresents the to.pic of |:ransf ormaOlonal grammar siiccinctly 



and clearT.y. The' article , can serj/e introd^e-the t^Eaher-of reading^ , 
to an important varifable in comprehfinsipn.. The Suggestion of making 

: I ' • ■ V . 

students aware of^ the. redundancy of the; language xfe especially -valuable 
to teacher^ of clliltfren wHb are having idif f icultiesVn learning tp read. 



LD:" The LDjieacher may gain insight irftQ the interact&n betxjekn 
reading comprehension and linguistic Structure* Specif instructional 
implications should be investigated for use with J.D studentis with, 
reading or .language deficits. - ^\ 

Hodges, RrE?". and Rudq;rfi Language ai!d Ifearning to read . Bostdti: 

Houghfoii Mff f iinv- 19f2v * "v ' ^ ' ' 

Th^ editors have brought together wrjitings 'of ninete'en contributors from 
several fields "to sljow tha : .Effective reading instruction ;ts based up'on 



an undeVstAndlng of ^ language and. hov; 



pange sfrom the' theoretical Constructs of linguistics to the practical 



application of these cdnstnicts to'; instructioi^. 



children use it." -tThe eight sections 



ERIC 



-17- St- 



LD: While the essays*. in this collection are*" not concerned * 

specifically with:iearnlng disabilities, the informati-on about 

*■ ' ' * « 

reading and language is highly important to - the LD teacher 
searching for ways to meet student^* individual reading ^nd 
laiguage needs. ^ • ^ 

RT:' The book is .an excellent blend,'o£ theory and-- practice , The 
^ concepts, are p^re$ented soi^ clear ly^/that the book could serve as an 



4 • 



introduction to psycholinguistics and reaHing for som^edne with^ . 
.only a basic' background in reading theory, ' * . 

Smith, F. The role of prediction in reading.; Elementary English / 1975, 
52,^05-311. • ; ' . , ^ . r.' 

Smith defines prediction as "the prior elimination of , unlikely alternatives", 
and, demonstrate^ how prediction is absolutely necessary in speaking, listefiln^ 
and reading. ^1 / . - \ 

^ i ' ■. ■ ' . ^ \\ ■ 

RT: Smith*^ a article provides sever£!**strong arguments for teaching 



children to jread fuHy-formed language and not isolated lists of 
words or cont?:ived, unrealistic sentenced. 



LD; The -author's description of predictive strategies may provide. 
II) teachers^ with insights into new areas for instructional inter—- 
ventldn and programming • " • V ' 

\ .. • ■ ■ 



w\ig, E.H. and^^Semel^ :.Productive language abilities in learning 
disabled adolescents. ' Journal of Learning gisabilties , 1975, 45-53. 

This study compared productive language ^il*ls of LD and academically 
achieving silent s.^^ Several specific deficits in e3cpre\ssive language were 
found in the^ adolescents. The authors inter4)ret these deficits -as indi- 
cative of -delays in some aspects of cogr^ition and^of semantic categorization 
1!he authors suggest these delays are related to 'reduction in the ability to 
retrieve verbal labels and syntactic structures.* 

RT:. WJig ^nd S^mel's study could have important implications 
ioT th^ usen5f^rai reading ff or diagnosis of reading dif f icul^ties • 
Morfi research is needed to show the 'relationship of these verbal ' • 



deficits to reading, '^^rhaps t^is research in i^aft could compare 
the oral and sileric reading comprehen^on of LD students. * 



, * ^LD: This article ^ntains research of great Interest. to LD teachers . 
concerned with the language, deficits of their students, Th^i detailed 
descriptions of the*te^ts an\*M:he analyses made on th§ basis of these 

-\ tests are particularly useful^ — « , 



IV. 'Cognition and Reading 



Cox, M.B. The effect, of conservation ability -on reading competency. 
'' The .Reading Teachfer ; 1976/ 30,"' -251-258 . 



Cox reports a study that sho^7i24 that children who were reading at of ♦ 
above grade level were bette?: at conservation tasks than childrea* 
reading below grade* level* Co^ gives detailed descriptions of the tasks 
used and theorizes why failure to understand conservation may be related 
/to failure to learn ^o read. 

RT: Cox's explicit descriptfighs of the conservation tasks should be 
helpful to thoge ihte'rested in 'these theories. Her explanations of 
the relationships of these' conservation tasks to reading, wetre most" 
perstlasive. ^ . ' ^ . 

-LD: The artl^cle would' be of special interest to, anyone' searching 
for alternative reasons'for why learning to read is particularly dif- 
ficult for some beginning readers. \ " ' " * 

Crumpj C. Teachers, questions, and cognitidn. Eduqational Leadership 
1970, 27, .657-659. ' 

'ihe article reviews the kinds of .questions and the ^pes ^of cognitive ^ 
response that such questions evoke# Crtimp points out that teachers' fre- 
quently limit thinking by asking^only memory-type questions. 



LD: This thougfit-prevoking- article suggests another focus for 

« ' ♦ ^ 

looking ^at what the teacher is requiring in ija^ruction. Hopefully 
the 'Article will prompt tedchers to assess the ii^inds .of questions 
they ask. If teach^rs.a^ked the right kinds of questions, they might 
avoid ''wrong*** ans^rs. . ^ *\ ' * . 

RT: The report of the author '3 reserach is too sketchy. to be of much 
value Crump's recommendations for improving teacher 'quest i^ing a^e 
'useful and the bibliography includes niany of the I'classics" that deal 
wi^ teacher questioning. ' ' * ' . - " 

,1 - ^ . 

Gaudia, 6. The Piaget^an d^lemm^ What jdoes Pi^get really. have to say to 

teachers? The Elementary School Journal , 1974, 74,. 481-492 • - 

This article presents a caiftionarjr review of Piaget's rationale as it may 
or may not apply to classroom practices. The author indicates that Piagefc 
is more concerned with investigation t)ian with etducational application. 
The article r^^ises again the his-toric "nature/nurture" controversy and at- 



tempts 'to relate Piagetlan/th^ries to it. ^ " 

LD: Gaudia ' s tomments may stir uneasy questions ^§ to how an.LD ^ 
student J^s development "fits into" Piaget's stages pf c^gnitiv^ develo.jjr 

ment. A -slew* dawn in the current rush to develop* programs ba:sed on _ 
cognitive stages seems to be needed. • 

RT: Educators tend to grasp madXy at new labels, hoping that at last 

thejnagic pill fbr lea^tjing problems has been found. T^ain't'so, says 



.Gaudia. ' ^ " . 



Lavatelli;,* G.S. Plaget's theory applied to an early childhood currlgulum . 



'Bostop: Ajnerican Science^ and -Enginee^riti^, Inc. ,C 1970. < 



Lavatelli reviews theories of inteiligenrc^, early chiXdhood education, and" 
.Piaget/s developmental' theoi^y-. She th^ suggests iirstructiona^l guidelineB 
4nd<^edhr5fques that will help tp stiujrtilate and. guide children*^ /Cognitive 
and language development. 



LD^^hia is a good tooksfor LD teacher? who need to understand the 
relationship betweeti cognitive develojnnent and' language.^ Specific ^ 
activities suggestea by La?vatelli are 'lexcfell'etit assessment tools, if / 



one follo\^s a cognitively based turricu\um. 



A 



RT:' The book is a thorough, compreheijsible ^introduction to P'iaget^* 



understandable even^by a. rea^et completely unl^atniliar with\piaget±<an 



concepts. |U 



urrent thi iking or research and views dialWcfcal differenced 



deficient, 

MacGinitie, W. 
1976, 29, 271- 



ikcGintie 'looks 
instruction. '^B 



nfortunat'ely, the sectioi^ion»dialect does not reflect 



lot just different. 

Difficulty witji logi^cal opeifations. The ReWing Teacher ^ ' 

3175. / ^ - ^ 



at* the logical processes teachers demand of children during 
/de^crites how analogue^ lessons were developed** to study tWe 



difficulty of' t|e reasoning requiredr in these lessons . 
.•it 



RTj This article should heli> teachers* become aware of the processes 
that underli| the ta^ks'^ey require of children!! Hopefully^ teachers 
will develop ^a questioning attitude toward the manuals, on which they 
often depend ISO heavily. ^ ^ ' 



LDf The ^^icle may benefit/ tjeachers in efevefal ways:' It can 

^increase awareness of the complexltry of directions in teachers' manualsj 
it .retterates. now* v^^'Y Uttle ye. do know" about the processes, chifldreh . 
. go through* in^ learning to readT; it gives several excellent?^ examples of 
^ ^techniques that teachers mighty use'' in 'exploring why children are having^ 
^difficu^ty-with riding; and it may cause^ teachers to question whether 
Xhe fault lie^ within^the child or with. the 'instructional techniques. 

RobeEts, K,P. ,Piaget's theory of conservation and reading readines^. 
The Reading Teacher 1976. 30. 246-25o/ 

^berts discusses th^ theoi^y of consjsrvation and reviews research thar ^ 
has found conservation to be related to reading readiness. Sh^ also* 
ropgrts that research has. shown that. the^ai>ility to'^ conserve^ can be"^- 

proved With trSlnii^g. - * . ^ ■ , , ^ . 

' ? . , > r 

RT: The theories disc\isse<J, in this article should be of^rticular 

'/ - . ■ ■ > ^- • 

interest to teache^'s of kindergarten and first gr^e childr^. The 

article would haye been of, even more value had tests *of conservation * v 

X ' . - " 

ability 'been described in d'dtaiX. ' 

> * *jt 

s 

' LD: This article should be 'of ^speciar interest to LD teachers of 
primary- ag^ LD students. A heighten^ awareness^ of the role that * 
^ cronservat^on development may hdve in reading- development may. en- t 
'courage.the LD teacher fo pursue evaluation of a student's ability 
* to^ conserve in addition to the usual evaluation of reading abilitjies. * 
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Tools f or^ Identifying Laming dr Reading Problems 

Bradley ;w J. Evaluating, reading achievement for placemen in 

speolal ^Huca^tion* Journal*of Special Education ,, 1976, 10, 237*r245. 

Bradley suggests that research is needed on the validity of achievement 



tests used for placement in special education. He rjefports the' ttesults 
of a study of the" predicfive validity of three reading Achievement testfi^ 
for placing -students in basal readers. The results of the study show 
that 2 of the 3 tests (the WRAT and the Gilmore Oral Paragraph's), ov^r- 
placed a large percentage of th^students.' ^ * - 

RT: ^Bradley's study should -^be oT interest to both tegular an<i 
^ ^special educatprs ndio liust admiTiister and riiiterpVet standardized; ^ 
. * tests ^ The results of this study confirm other research that shows 

that the ^WRitT-especlall^y^^ivg^^overinflated sco^ And yet this 
^ test is still comiiloni|y used by psychologists, and others to measure ^, 



reading achi'evemeiif? 

LD: The information about specific reading tests wi],l help UD 
teachers better understand reading evaluation ar^ will git?:e 
direction for ^choosing tests which are most* valid for evaliiating 
Students. ' ■ ' . . - ' 



Carroll, A*W. '^^SsJ^ fclassrobm" ap an ecosystem. ' Focus on Exceptional 
.Children, 1974, 6, 1-11.. ' ^ « . ^ " . " 



Carroll explores^ from the cognitive disson^ce viewpoint an ecological 
fcodel for studying the interaction, between , the* learner and the environ- 
ment, Sne proposes that an exa^ih^ion -be m^re of the expectations of 
the environment. Jl system for assessing the learner, the environment, 
and' the interaction of the two is -described/ \ ^ ^ 

LD: The article may-help* t'eacfiers to think about what constitutes 
the inability ^o- learn and from what various pefspectives we should'^ 
consider learning problems. The article provides an important new' 
' direction for "assessing learning problems ^nd contains- many valuable 
ideas which could be incorporated with already existing' evaluative 
■ tools. - ' ^ ■ V >, ' ■ . -' , 

^ RX5 The author's specif ic 'sugge$t ions ^ftfr analyzing the classroom 
1 environmei^- a^ thqrough and well-organi'^ed. However, the model 
ighor'es ' the cognitive aspects of ' learning. Although} the model was 



^/^v^npt Assigned to emphasizer cognitive factors, any well-packaged 

chec^ist runs the risk of bgihg interpreted as^'^ total evaluative 



. package. The author should hav^ stressed more eii\phaticallyn.that one^ 

^^SQ assess the cognitiye aspects of the task and the TeaVner, 

' ' ^ i , *• • 

Johnson, DkJ; Educational princ^les for children witH le^^niiig disa-^ 

b il it: ies . ' .Rehab il it at ion L it e^a tur e > 1967,^28, 317-322. 

^ 9 |S 

Johnson^emphasizes' that diagnosis should seek for patt^eros^n a child 



responses. She suggests using task Analysis to help th^ teacher" focus o 
processes,' not just subject matter. . " » • 



* RT: Teachers of ridding should read carefully/ Johnson* a explanation 

•* • » * ' 

of.;how a deficit in one area 'can be manifested by low Achievement in 

another area. They should also note her sti^ss on transferring 

isolated skills' by relating them b^k to language and commui>ieat;Lon, '^'X 

LD: Although this article is fairly, old (1967), it contains some 
specific suggestions that are applicable to tD practices today. Even 
though the definition o% LD has changed somewhat in recent years, LD 
teachers should consi^e^* Johnson- s suggestions of looking for learning 
patterns, diagnosing /strengths and weaknesses, collecting objective' 
da^a,, and using dtagnosip t^ plan for remediation. Her emphasis on 
language is- especially p;&rtinen*t, ^ . . • 

Lovitt, T.G. Assessment .of children with learning disabtlities, fixceptio^l 
ChiWren, 1967, 34^- 233-23.?. ' - ^ - ^ , ^ 

— : ' • . 

Lovitt suggests thaj ,whien assessing children witfh le;^TO;Lng disabilties, 

functional dat^a cpn(*erning behavior be' gathered • In this way diagnostic ^ 

;* — ^"^^l ' . • . / ^ « ^ 

information can -.be ^translated into academic programs • ^ 

i 

. : V, ^ , , . - ■ ■ , 

RTi: The value of ^bvitt^s* focue^on accumulating extremely precise 
^ data rest& on the tenuous assumptioj^.thaj^ completely individualized 
" progt^s .can be fi^sed on these data^nd carried out consist^tly, * * 

Data should* not:, r^:^ gathered juSt as data but -^Jtily If th^y can 

, , t . ; ' ^ ^ / ' ^ , ^ > 

realistically be use. . ^ j 



LD: Lovitt's article reinforces the need for gathering data^on observable 
behaviors, ^obtaining reliable base line dala,<and continuing observations:* 
< on behaviors remefli^ted ^through "^^se of these data. The article can be useful 
" in encouraging— the-evaluatar/pfograimner to make judgments based on good 
accurate data, not on expectation or preconceived- notions. * ' 

Mavrogenes, N.A., Hanson, E.F., and WinMey , ^C. , A guide to .testis of 
factors that inhibit ^learning to read". The Reading Teacher , 197^,' 29, 343-35g. 

The, authors have complLed-^ annotated' list of diagnostic* tests intended to 
be usfed to identify factots that may itihlblt progreite in reading. Included 
•are tests of visual and auditory skills, senspry-motor and perceptual-motor 

eveLjpm'ent, articulation, and comprehension and* us^ of language, as well as 
general screening tests . * ^ jp - ^ , ^ 

RT: , The list is well-*organlzed_ and has much' useful information. The.--^-N^ 
list should* help teachers of reading Jto become more aware of possibly 
inhibiting factors andTtosfte^efcter able to interpret the results of 



' tests 'given by othe^ specialists, '^^p^ autli^rs Include a needed word 

' - " ^ ^ ' ^ " 'I ^ ' 

of caution about _usin^ tests with inadequate ^^pandardjtzatlon or 

: ' ' - ;i 

validity. ^ ' * \ ^ * ' * 

LD:^ This useful^ review could have been eveti better if the comments 
had also dealt with whether or not the factors .being tested do Indeed 
inhibit acquisition of reading skills., The list should helt> LD 
teachers to decide the need for' further testing and to become. aware 
of the iaige nuSber of Instruments, ^oojl arid bad, that are^vailabjie* ■ 



■ / - ^ . - 

Newcomer, P.L. and IJ^mmill, D.D, ITPA :and academic achievement: -a- - 
survey.' The R^d^ng Teacher , 1975,^28, 731-741. 

The authors report the results of a large 'number of studies and conclude 
that the ITPA liasr little predictive' or, diagnostic validity, ' 



RT: The IT^ is a good-example of the pseudj/r^-scientif ic mystique 

that often surrounds^he LD field. Both ^reading and LD teachers 

need to realize that treither field has roufid the answers for certain 
yet. ' 

■ ■ ■ ■ . - , - ■ ■■ ■ 

LD: The article should be Valuable in providing LD teachera with 
solid data about the lack of usefulness of the process construct (as 
depicted *by the ITPA) for educational ptlrrposes. Hopefully the article 
will help redirect LD programs still adhering to the -process- model of, 
•instruction.' t ' ' - * 

Schain, Fl.J, Neurology of childhood l^arjaing- disorders . Baltimore*. 

f • , ' ^' 

Williams and 'Wilkins, 1972. 

Schain discusses in detail; various neurological aspects of childhood 
learning disorders. He prfesent^sNin overview* of the etiological 'factors 
of dyslexia and other learning problems citing a -great deal of medical 
re^eaircli. , • ' • ' * . 

■LD:^- Although this-i-S a" medically oriented book, it is written in 
langua'ge uriderstandable'vto \the layperson* After readi-ng the book, 
' LD teache'rs may have a mdte 'precise understanding^ of why some of , 
their students manif§,st "certain behaviors. The final chapter gives a 
clear,- concise system of classifyfag aqcorcjing to the "primary origin 



of the^learning^d^isorder • Some teachers will agree with the author 
that eftort^ need to be made tP -understand the primary source of these- 
children's problems. ' , 



RT;p Schain's thorough review of the evidence* concerning causation and 
symptoms of learning disorders should Tlelp some educators re-evaluate 
their u3e of labels that have little empirical support, 

Venezky, R.L. Testing in reading s Urbana*:' National" Council^ Teachers * 
of tEnglish, 1974. ' T > ^ ' , 

Venezky suggests ten canons for guiding assessfment and decision-making 
about instructionr ^ - ^ ^ 

RT: ^This monograph is very short (24 pp.)' and to the point. Venezlgr's 
canons remove assessment from the realm of mysticlgm^^and place it back 
at the ptactical level. ^ ' 

LD: These canons 'again^ emphasize that assessment must te an integral 
part*Of any instru{:tlonal^ progtam\ Venezky 's monograph, althoiigh 
dealing specifically with reading, is. general izable to all instructional 
, areas. * - \ 



Wedellf K. Diagnosing learning difficulties: A sequential strategy. ^ 
Journal of Learning Disabilities , .J.970> 2* 15-23,., 

*The auffior proposes a sequence of diagnostic strategies to be used by 
psychologists' in* assessing children/wlth learning disabilities. 

' J- ' ■ . . : . 

■ ■ * 

* , . ' . • r29- 31 • 



■ * ■ • . - f 



RT: Wedell^s xoncept of a leveled ^stem of diagnosis can be 



adapted to many. professions* The. suggestion for^the use of mini* 
lessons for diagnosis is particularly valuable.. - > ' 



LD: The^article provides specific m'etljiodology ^or organizing and > 
ordeting an evaluatibn. Wed ell gives exafaples of potential p?^|lem 

^reas and cautions against making too rapdLl^^ssun^eions of cause and 

/' 



effect. 



ft 




I \ 



VI. Educational Strategies 



Church', M. Does visual perception* training help beginning readers?^ 
The Reading Teacher > 1974, 27, 361-3641 . . . - 



Church reports^ the results of a Study' t'hat showed that a formal 

— - ' ' : ------ V , * ' I , \ ' ^ . ' • 

training program^ foi^^isual percel)tion was, not $qperior to an informal 

^ - • ' ' ■ ' * I • ' ' ^ 

program that- used gamelike manipulative materials. .She also suggests 
• • • i * 

that workbooks may deprive children of opportunities for learning in 
s other area,s, such as language development. 



RT: Churches article is mislibelkd* No cont^^ol group was used, >so , 

1 . . * i ^ — ^ 

the question.jof whether visuaL pei^cept^on training in any f^rm leads 
to improved reading 'readiness or readingNachievement scores is left 
unanswered.' 



/ 



LD: Ifliile tl^e question of the efifect of vdsiial- perception training 
is leff unanswered, some worthwhile suggestions of game materials for 
- possible visual-perceptual trainl^igi-are made. The question- df what are 
appropriate goals far kindergarten, childf en is also incidentally raised 
1 and may be of inter eSf to teachers exploring factbrs which May contribute 
to "early failures." ^ , ^ 

/oLter^ G.G., Reese, J.H., Schmidt, C.R., and phrtman, W.F. Modality 
preference and the learning of sight words. Journal of Special Education > 



1976V 10, 253-256. 



— t 



o 

;ERIC 



/ 



-31- "33 



•-.5-% 



Th^ results of this study showed thdt subjects with an auditory ^ ^ 
preference retained significantly more sight words than visiMl 
preference subjects when. both were taught by auditory methods. - 
Visual leaf ners retained .more words when taught visually than _ 
auditorally. However auditory and visual learners did about equally, 
well when taught by visual methods and auditory subjects did equally 
well when taught by ,either visual -or auditory methods ♦ ' The authors'' 
ponclude that visual preference subjects were* l^andicapped by being 
taugyt by auditory methods. 

. ' RT: This research strengthens the position of ttfose educators " 
wh(> suggest that both modalities §hould be used to teach children 
to read; In this mianner children can choose to utilize the combiqa- 
tion of visual and auditory cues whieh are most beflefUcikl to them- 
pelves. In addition this study confirms that few students can be 
identified as ha^^ing a strong -modality preference. 



LD: While some special children may learn better through visually 
oriented methods, the article confirms that insufficient evidence 
^exists to suggest 'that modality preference, alone should guid6 . 
' reading instruction* The article should help remind the LD teacher 
of the many aspects Ihvolved in reading # 



Hammill, D, .Training visual perceptual processes, jfournal of Learning 
Disabilities^ 1972, 5^ 552-559. ' ' • 



-1, 
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'The author reviews reseairch that defines visual perception, studies^ . , 

that investigate the relationship between reading cojnpreliension and 

• ... 
visual perception, and research that looks at the effect of visual per- 

ception ^training qn visual perception and on reading. Hammill concledes 

that there is little correlation between, visual perception measur-es and 

, reading comprehens^ion tests7" and- 'that visual p^ception, traini^g""prhgrams 

have no positive effect on reading and possibly none' on visual perception 

itself. ' ' . * 



fRT: Thi^ article confronts the central issues jof tlie role 'of' 
visual perception* training. Tte review of the literature is thorough 
and^^y/ll organized. Hammlli's insistence on using onlyL studies .iif 
which reading achievement is measured by comprehension tests and >liot 
just word recognition scores is commendable. 




LD: LD^fekchers.who include training of visual perception in their 
programs^re well .advised to read thi^ organized ^nd documented , 
article. 



' Johnson^ D. and Ifyklebust, H. Learning disabilities; Educational 
principles and practices * New Yorl;,: Griine and Sj:ratton, 1967. 

,This text ^out learning and language disorders has a psychoneuro 
emphasis • Criteria for identification of varfous learning disabiltie 
given and remedial' techi0.ques jare suggested*; 




ERIC 
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LD: Despite recent changes in the LD field, much information 
. in the book is still very useful. Of particular interest are^the 
remediation techniques and the emphasis on language'/ 

' ^ RT: The •format of the book may lead readers* to incorrectly _ 
perceive various learning disabilities^ as.discrate and' easily 
categorized'. This problem is especially" apparent in the section 
on 'reading disability, 'in which severe reading probleji«r\^re des- 

, cribed as either visual or auditory dyslexia. The corresponding 
reinediation suggestions emphasize only^'the visual and auditory 
aspects of reading and*make little use of language cues. 



*Kenney^ E^T. Education for chiidfen wit^earning disabilities.. In 
J. Harstein (Ed.)^ Current concepts in dys!]^ia . St.*" Louis: C.V. Mosby 
Co., 1971. ' ' ^ 

The author reviews techniqt^s and instruments used for identifying 
stude&s as learning disabled. The'rat ionale for using these instruments 
is, given. The program of a' private school for LD ch^Jldren is described 
in detail _ 

RT; "This article should pa^ove very useful to the educator interested 
in an introduction to the terminology, areas of interest, aixdT)rocedures 
^ in the LD field. The article shows the bias of some LD theorl^sts^ toward 
. compensating for rather than reme41ating learning problems. As a reading 

_ teacher I am uneasy with Kenney's. stress on the use of Instruments that 

^ ■ * ' 

'have unproven validity (her own admission) and iier interdbt in deficits . 

that are correlated with poor achievement but have not been shown to be' 



related in a causative way. 
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ID: Kenney' appoint that the ptesent m concept^'of sJpecial help 




means remediation of learning proce^sek that .underli€^readlfegC^writing,# 
or arithmetic is 'not completely" aceiltatle. ' in additioni this 'reviewer 



would discount the value of breakiife up| tasks tolcomply With the ITPA ^ 
mod el • Kenney's stress on unprqyen instruments lis unfortunate,- Her 

description of academic achievement evaluation is ijaportant bepause it 

< • / 

emphasizes alternate ways of giving and receiving information* Her 
'sequential and hierarchical model of teaching ;Ls interesting and useful 
if properly adapted. „ *^ 

Kephart, N. Motor\bas4s of achievement,^ In The Slow Learner in the 
Classyoom Columbus, 0.^ Charles Merril|L Co., 1965, pp. 34-53. 

This 'chapter addresses 'the need for efficient movement behavior, posture, 
mu3cle development, laterality, directionality, and Tiody^image are described. 
Distin'ction is made between laterality, handedness and directionality. ' The 
importance of such constructs iti preparation for academic teaching Is 
emphasized. . • ^ 

LD: A review of this chapter is ;helpful to the LD teacher Interested ^ 
^ in Kephart's. rationale, although the relationship of these attrib,utes^ 
to academic subjects is "Questioned by many researchers. Perhaps the 
rationale fits best in readiness. areas. ' ' 

RT: Kephart offers no support fa^ his basic hypothesis that higher.^^ 
activities depend "up9n the basic structure of ' the musctilar activity 
upon which they are built" , (p. 36); -Futthtfrmore he suggests. few • 
* direct- relationships between^^ these motor components and academic 

achievement< This article may be of value to-the reading 'teacher ^ 

only -as- a source of infoncation for knowing wha,t some LD teachers 

may be talking about.. , ^ - * - ^ 

• ^'-35- 37 . • 



, Kershner, J.R. Reading and- laterality revisited* Journal cyf Specia 
. Education . 1975, 269-279. • . ' 

■ ^ ' . / 

In this detailed and rather specific article, 'Kershner ifeviews recent 

research In the areas of dominance, hemisphere, lateralizatipn,"^ and 

spatial abilities £n order to examine the relationship between reading 

laterality,, and hemispheric processing • • - ( 

LD: The article is somewhat -detailed for a reader with limiteii 
backgroupcj in this area; however it can provide an overview for 
one interested in research concerning specifier neurological sLnd 
physio logical ^aspects which' the author feels ^re related to^teadi 
The article should also enhances reader's general knowleSge of 
the broad param'eters of LD and reading .disorders. Unfortuiiately 
Kershner pro\^ides no information on what to do with this teiowledge, 

RT: The aiTticle ig extreiaely complex and highly speculative. The 

'Studies pertaining to reading^deal primarily with letter/recognition 

rather than witji the reading of words or connected- text i The author 

falls to provide convincing eviderice that spatial assym^try itself 

does have jan effect on reading; furthermore he admits that prograias 

to tra^^in laterality have not biten successful. - 

♦ < • * 

» 

'^^Larseri, S.C. .The influence of teacher expytations on the school per- 
formance of handicapped child, Focus on Exceptional Children ,. 1975, 8^, 

1-13. ^ . • . * , ■ ' ; 
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JLarsen plTB^ents the -cptnponents and effect^of teacher exp^tations . 
'on students and discusses the implications these expectationsSijay have 
for special education. 'The author 'reviews the' research on self-fulfilling 
prophecies and teacher expectation ati^ indicates" that intervention may be 
needed at the instructor level as nfuch as at the student level. Assumptio 
underlying what m^*^^ w not be handicapping conditions are identified, 
with a stress on what seems tcr*^l^e the teacher's role' in creating -sucpes&v. 
or failure. • „ • » 

. . . ■ ■ - ■ ■ - 

LD:\ TDespite the lack of specific reference to ^LD students, this 
articl^e is a very important ^ne for LD teachers. The understa\iding ^ 
of the. effect of te^er "expectation, of what labeliiig does to in- 
-hibitUearning and of the need to create more flexible instructional - , 
situations in all l^rning areas "is vital. ' This artiple seems to ?o±xit 
# towards a.direbtion of teacher change wfiich hopefully may eliminate 
learning problems in many areas* ^ ^ 

RT: Teachers of all children, should ca^refully consider the author's 
" point of view. The .article is especially important for teachers I'd- 
-vtlved In mainstreaming the child- with special educational needs. 

• Minskoff, E.H. Creating and eyaluatdng remediation for the learning , 
disabledr Focus on Exceptional Children ,. 1973, 5_, 1-11. 

The author discusses a variety of methods and mater ial.s that may be de- / 
vised, or pucbased by LF'teackers. The purposes of "the ai^thor are: . . 
J.) to give guidelines for teachers to create or modify materials to meet 
the needs of LD stifdeffts; 2) to assist teachers in evaluating materials^; 
and 3> to provide teachers with criter.ia for assessing research on'the 
fe'fficacy of materials and methods. *' - 



LD: The guidelines are excellent** Some of the example s^iven 
rela^' to concernsi.no -longer stressed in i^ny LD programs; however," 

• ',9 ^ I • 

the' generalities still apply. ' _ ' 

\ ^ ^ ' . 'I 

* RT: Most of the ^guidelines are excelleiit and. would be very 

' ? r: ■ 

♦compatible, with current theory in the development of reading. 
Howeyeir, No,*. 8 (Provide Small Steps in a Gradtated-^queilce of 

' Learning) shows a lack of understanding of the contribution of 
language to reading and does *not acknowledge the desirable 
havior of looking at whole word?. Although the example given may 
help^ train visual Memory, ov6i?qse^ of this s not' ' ^ » 

advisable ^ '\ * 

- ' ■ ■• ■ # 

Minskoff , E. H. Remediating auditory-verbal learning disabilities: , 
The role of questJLons in teacher-pupil interactioti. Journal ^of- 
Learning" Disabilities , 1974, 2> 40^X3. — 



teacmer-pupij, 

interaction. to remediate specific auditorjf and verbal disabilities.'' 



Minskoff describe|L questions fcha,t^ may be uself-ltn teaciief -pupil verbal 



Some guidelines- are given for cbns!truct;ing appropriate questions *in 
several apejis, Aincludiilg reading compi^henfton. ^ i% ' 

LD; Thi^ Important article gives direetiqji to the- LD^ teacher for 
using a powerful remediation 'tool — the development of comprehension 

* *- - > 

through carefully organized Questioning. The stress ^on language 
^and cognitive development is helpful; hpPs^everi^Tie^^tfble^s allusion' 
to deficits .in process€^ and the* questions suggested for remediation 



of deficient process areas lessens^ its Impa^, 



RT; ' The *author*s^ detailed" ratiotxaLe for using speci/ic kinds of' / 

questions for' ceritain disabilities has credibility only if one ' - 

• ' ' ^ ' *^ . ^ 

accept^' the validity of the ITPA and the pfocess^mod^el #br disa- 

bllity, W^en discussing reading comprehension, the author .abandons • ^ 

• * \ 

the specificity she us^d^j0|| dealing with process and' treats 
^ reading comprehension only in the J)roadest tennb. 

. ■ . . . ' '.i • ' ^ ' • ' :. • 

Newcomer > P.L. and*Go6dmanr L.' Effect pf^ modality of instru&^^n on the 
learning of meaningful jand nonmeaningfffl: material by auditory and visual 
learners. Journal of Special Education « 1975, >9, ^61-269.' 

(£h±8 article d^emonstratfeg th^ .despite'thfe appeal of Aptitude-treatment 
interaction instrt^ctional programs, there is no evidence that support^ 
their value. Results of the 'author'^ research indicate tfi&t most ' — 
children appearcto b^enefit from instruct iotf 'witli visual materials and 
^that those .with serious^ ac'ademic dif'f icjilties *i/ill benefif from*>as many 
meaningful associati^]^ ,to new material as^Che teacher c^n demonstlkte." 

LD: ^Se -article furtWr emphasizes the need -to. evS^ate' programs ancl 



the ratipngjJLe/on which they 'are based as well as"methods used* 



RT: jThe article conflrms-.the* belief of many jeadi^g theorists " 
that learning i/s often Jbest accomplished by preseatirig the learner 
^ith'^he whole ta^sk^and allowing the learn^ to interac^ with^ it in 
his or, her unique 'mattn^^^ 0 . ^ * * 



Orlando, C, and Ljrnch, J* Learning disabilities or/ educational 
casualties'? Where ^do we go from here? . The Elementafy School. Jogynal^ 
1974, 74/ 461-467 • ^ - « * - • . 

^Orlando and Lynch ^criticize the trend in evaluation of loolcing for a 
deficit i-n- the student rather than in the |pals aid directions of the ^ 
educational system itself. The authors indicate that ^many' educational , 
disabilities ai^ caused by ^n inflexible instructional sys'tem. They re- 
view tlje problems of differentiating between students^ who mature slowly ^ 
tod those >ho have problems tjiat ,iiihibit , learning*^ The article includes 
a plea for more flexible^ instruction with more" application of learning ^o 
•fpnctional life uses# Specific information is given .for' ways to structure 

dn instructional program for students with leai:gLing! problems. 

'\ • ' \ 

LD: The article provides a good review ofi soi^e educational causes of 
learning problems- and iriclude^ a specific r,ev^ew o;f goo^, well-^gani^d 
teaching techniques. This article should bel^xcellen^ for alerting all ' 
education 'Staff to ^the need f6r dlagn6stic-prescriptive teaching. * 

. »RT: ^For the teacher of reading this Article has two Important implica- 
, tions: 1) ^ Because ^^dren JlSarn in differtot ways, forcing all 

children tao identify. words In a pre-sel^cted, prescribed manner is^'^ 
y slB^ply not defensible. 2) ••Teachers should provide' children with sets 

of strategies , not just with expArCise in isolated' sklllf I ' * 



Spiegel, D.L.' Holistic approach to diagnosis ^-remediation. The Reading 
Wcher, 197A» 27, 37.0-374^.' " " ' ' ' 



This article gives an overview of holistic approaches to reading. In-, 
dludlng^ a review of several specific theqrles^f and the Implications that 
-.such theories have for the diagnosis of and programming for Students 
wlthjreadlng disabilities . The author underscores the Importance of • 
meaning and language In reading Instruction* She also stresses the 
need for sufficient Instinictlon In -decoding .skills to enable the beginning 
reader to have a ba^e ff cm which to form ,|^anlngful-^^)redlctlon8« 

■ ' - 

LD;- The review, of, specific theories and techniques should provide 

the LD teacher with background for understanding a variety of ap- 

** • < " ' " ' . 

proaches for reading instruction* The article should also be helpful > 

f * ; • 

to LD teachers in, their search for possible factors inhibiting learning 
to read* . - - ' 

RT: The. article^ should* pr^lde teachers wljbh guideline^ for balanqitxg 
sjcill work^wlth Exercises that emphasize the place of t;hese skillfS in the 
total reading process* 

, . ■ . ■ ^ . ■ 

Sullivan, J. The effects of Kephart's perceptual 7motor training on a 
reading clinic sample* Journal of Learning disabilities; 1972, 5^, 545, 551. 

The author concludes that perceptual-motor trainings does not benefit poor 



readers in the middle and upper grades*. The 'perc^eptual-motor » training in- * 
cludj^d chalkboard, ocular pursuit, apid sensory-motot' exercises* • 



V 



" RT;. This ^fe^dy^ supports the belifef of many reading teachers that 
* J;r^pdiatlon of reading problems should, be appr.oached^rlmarlly through^ ^ 
^activities diteotly related to xeadlag Itself and not through isolated 
attention to .^p^siphe^al^, f actor^V - - 



^ LD: - This- article ^should force \LD" teachers committed to perceptual- 
motor . training *as a prereguisite' to reading, to take a^critical look 
at the goal« bf_ their, programming.' The article ad4s more evidence to 
' the proposition that- tlfe most :effective way to teach reading is' through 
reading-related tasks T , > - - * * 

Thomas, J.R. j Chissom/B.S., Stewatt, C, and "Shelley, F. Effects of 
percfeptualTmotor training^ on preschool children: "miilti-variant, approach. 
Research Quarterly , l?7-5,^46^, 505-513 ♦ , - 

The results of^ study designed* to investigate ^he effects of 

^ ' ' ' 'v. ' ' * ^ 

perceptual-motor jtr^'ining on thd peifceptual -mo tor' development, self- 

concept, and acadeijic^ ability of kind^garten children ar^ reported. 

■ The tiraining did appear to have "some shortVteirm ttansf €Jr to^.academic 

abilities, but this benefit was Uo't lasting* ' 

RT:^ Once again perceptual-motor traitftng ^es not- seem to. Jiave an 

effect on academic .abilities; ''Petpcgpfeiieli-^tor training improve^ 

. perceptual -motor abilities, but xlpesn^i h^ve^atiy effect c^n ^the skills 
^ . ' ^ , . . . \ * ^ • ^ • - 

related to reading. ^\ ?-'f \ * . ^ ' - * 

LDi /The lack of proof that perSeptu^l motor skil*ls transfer to 
ac^dataic tasks should encourage IfD .fcfSachers to reassess- goals and 
pur-poses of activities within LD ■ i)fogram8 . ■ ^ 

Whistler, NrG. !Eraining in first grade:. Effect on visual discrimination 
and Reading ability.' Elementary School Journal , 1974, 75^^0-54. 



Whistler reports the results'pf study that investigated the' effect' 
, df i^isuaX memory trainliig. Slie cont^Ludes that visual memory draining 
fesultedi in significantly greater gaixis in visual- discrimination ' 
abilities ^and in -word reading when the experimental group was compared 
\ to a control^' group* The training appeared to .have had little Value for 
, improving paragraph meaning- scores. - 

RT: Readers should note that Whistler wisely used words and lett^s, 
not geomettic designs, in her successful training program. • ^ * 

^ ' " r 

N 

; ' \ ' 

LD: The study reaffirms that visual discrimination and visual memory 
"^training should use actual woifds and letters. Whistler^s article 
provides more questions than solutlonSj^. » 

Yssei^ke, J.E. and Salvia, J.. Diagnostic prescriptive teaching Two 
models. Exceptional Children , 1974, ^81-185. * * / 

\ ^ . r, ^ . ' " I . : . * 

-JChe author conferasts tVo tneoipetrlcal models underlying diagnostic- 

prescriptive teaching: ability* training, and task analysis* The 

A., ' ' ' ' . ' 

assumptions* underlying diagnostic-prescriptive teaching are specified. 
• The^ authors conclude that the takk analysis modeL,meets those assumptlo] 



while the ability trairi^^jjj^^^^^ does not. The article ^nds with a 
\direttive f^'^exp^riment;al control and precise evaluation of" programs 
based on. ability training. 



LD: tThis article is clearly a call fpr stridter supervisiion of the 
kinds of programs that are being developed for students'^ithin LD • 
classes*;^ It points out the need for\.LD teachers to research and 
review the' rationale behind their instructional methods. 



R'fu Ysseldyke and Salvia provide a wejLl-reasoned and convincing 

^ y '■■ ^ ■ • • 

attack on die ability -training approach that underlies. instruction 
in some' LD classrooms. Reading teachers,, who have focused on reading 
instruction will find much to support their practices/ 



46 



